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 Subject: Fwd: COMMENTS 
 Attach:  OBSERVATIONS ON THE ANNEXES TANIA.doc; OBSERVATIONS ON THE   
  SUMMARY TANIA AND LUIS.doc; OLGA LUCIA’S OBSERVATIONS.doc 

 Subject: COMMENTS 

Attached are three documents containing the humble comments that our humble technical team has 
made about Cabrera’s report. I think they should be considered at the meeting we will have in the U.S. for 
planning of our defense and attack. 

Little baby Pablo 
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OBSERVATIONS TO THE REPORT BY EXPERT RICHARD CABRERA VEGA 

Luis Villacreces C. 
Tania Naranjo 

 1. GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 

- The information is disconnected. 
- There is no index, and the reader easily gets lost. 
- The language denotes a translation. 
- The formats of the annexes are different. 
- The language is tendentious and is not impartial. 
- The annexes are bibliographic and don’t try to prove the chemical results. 
- No clearly defined projects exist. 
- The most overwhelming proof is the chemical one. 
- Maps exist which compromise the Amazon Defense Front, Selva Viva, and Amazon Watch. 

2. SPECIFIC OBSERVATIONS 

ANNEX PAGE PARAGRAPH OBSERVATION 
A
B
C

D 1 Title

The title should be broader since this document 
analyzes the TULAS and the RAOH 1215, 
however, in the majority of cases, it compares it to 
several US States. 
It doesn’t make any comparison with Latin 
American countries. 
It would be recommended to complement this 
annex with International Laws and 

1
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CERT. MERRILL VER: JD STRATUS-NATIVE062134 

Increase parameters that can be indicated in the 
related laws such as the Law of Water, Mining Law, etc. 

1 Introduction The discussion of the origin of the current Ecuadorian 
Standards would be missing. 

5
(TABLE 5) 

Examples of TPH standards in 
the ground from some states in 
the United States (ppm) 

There are standards for Total Hydrocarbons in Mexico, 
Venezuela, Bolivia. 

E

F

9 “…Chromium Alum deflocculant, 
dispersant…” 

It could be approximately calculated with certain 
suppositions, what quantity of hexavalent and/or total 
Chromium was spilled by Texaco into the environment 
in its drilling and/or production operations. 

10 

“…regardless, the practice of 
pouring formation waters into the 
environment continued during 
the 25 years of Texaco 
operations, only the location of 
the pouring changed…” 

Very partial comment, if it is not defined in a paragraph 
or through a historical graph of the percentages of 
formation water spillage reduction into the environment 
after 1990 and until today. 

13 There was over-exploitation of 
the deposits 

What are the arguments and/or evidence that can be 
argued to judge over-exploitation of wells top the 
Texaco modus operandi. There are actual 
repercussions of that over-exploitation. Economically 
what did that over-exploitation represent? 

16 

“…For the country, this meant 
two thirds of the foreign currency 
for oil and two thirds of the 
hydrocarbons consumed by 
Ecuador, even though production 
had fallen by 20,000 BPD…” 

What were the real costs of operation for Texaco, what 
were the standard operating and production costs 
chronologically worldwide, how much did she make, 
and how much did Texaco pay in taxes. 

G

2 Introduction 

What other factors (biota, population,…etc.) can be 
understood as common to support the extrapolation. 
Greater depth, findings and scientific discussion of this 
analysis are missing. 

3

“…Therefore, the geographic 
locations of the sampled sites 
are representative of all the 
locations within the 
Concession…” 

There is no technical argument (statistically, for 
example) to support the “representative” assertion 

“…The Table shows that the 
sites that were sampled 
produced, on average, a similar 
volume of formation water and 
petroleum as the Texpet wells. 
Therefore, the wells that were 
sampled are representative of all 
of the wells Texpet operated in 
the Ecuadorian Amazon 
Region…” 

This proves that the intensity of the drilling activities – 
production from the well makes the environmental state 
of the site be the same? 

“The sampling sites are 
distributed pretty evenly within 
the fields, which 

The analysis of the type of soil on a very large scale, 
according to this there is practically no clay soil. There 
is no comparison for  

2
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means that the types of soils 
in the sampled sites are 
representative of the types of 
soils for all the sites within the 
Concession…” 

Ecological grounds. 

“…the average pit at the 
sampled sites is 0.20 
hectares, the average pit at 
all the sites is 0.21 
hectares…” 

The information source is not indicated (reference 
other annexes). Were there standard dimensions 
for the pits built by Texaco (reference other 
annexes)? 

H

27 

Table 16 
Number of pits with TPH 
results, visited during Judicial 
Inspections and Expert Exam, 
on wells operated exclusively 
by Texaco. 

These results show that the pits were properly 
remediated???, if the contract 5000 PPM were 
stipulated and the values are between 1000 and 
4999?? 

31 4881 
In the remediation contract it says TPH>5000 
ppm, these 26 results indicate that Texaco did 
remediate and that the Expert is partial? 

36 

“…according to the 
documentation that was 
checked, the TEXPET pits 
have affected the ecosystem 
due to the use of the “goose 
neck”, filtering of its content, 
fires, improper operation, 
breakage of walls, etc…” 

In general there was contamination by the 
presence of the pit and by negligence in the 
operation of the pit. 

“…The remediation work by 
TEXPET (RAP) did not 
include the real quantity of 
pits…” 

There is no reference to where there was a 
contractual obligation and in what percentage it 
was to be done. 

“…The remediation work by 
TEXPET (RAP) was not 
adequately applied, due to 
the fact that elevated TPH 
results were found in pits that 
had been declared as 
“completely remediated”…” 

When were the elevated TPH results found, in this 
current study, during the remediation, during the 
inspections, in other studies…? 

“…In other RAP pits, in which 
for several contractual causes 
no action was taken at the 
time, it was found that the 
TPH values are high…” 

What “contractual causes”?...also it is not 
referenced within the annex where the affirmed 
support is found. What is the value at which the 
TPH level is judged to be “high” 

“…The Comptroller General 
of the State performed an 
audit of the remediation work, 
where it concluded that the 
process of remediation by 
TEXPET was performed in 
the best way, a conclusion 
they reach, among other 
reasons, by having found 
TPH levels in soil samples 
which exceeded the 
Ecuadorian standards…” 

The word “not” is missing before the bolded text 
or is this conclusion correct? 

Nothing is said about the storage areas and 
confinement of crude at Sacha Central. 

3
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The pits from the complaint are not here, which ones 
increased and which were the ones presented. 

I

1 Introduction 

It requires a map for better visual understanding. 
Does not mention spills after 1990 (Petroecuador), it 
should at least mention, in a small paragraph, the 
quantity and the impact of the current spills, because it 
comes across as partial and showing only one side of 
the problem. 

2 Causes of the spills The graph is not understandable 

13 

The continue to burn the crude” 
and they add “The companies 
contracted by TEXPET, in the 
majority are not experienced in 
environmental remediation work 
and have been experimenting, as 
demonstrated in the way they 
perform the work” 

The letter where the cleanup workers complain of the 
mistreatment, low pay and exploitation by the 
remediation companies is not there. 

J

1 Introduction 

This annex doesn’t establish a direct link between the 
conceptual model and the findings of the 
inspections…it is only a compilation of the elements 
found and analyzed…effects of certain 
components…but no model is generated that proves 
that the contamination is real…neither does it establish 
the basis for affirming that the biota or flora has been 
affected by the mentioned contaminants…it is only 
based on bibliography but not on evidence… 

1

“…Of these species, 695 
possibly inhabit the Concession 
area. There are also 191 species 
of mammals which could 
possibly inhabit the Concession 
area (Tirara, 1999, as cited in 
Gallo, 2007)…” 

Is the word ‘possibly’ plausible in this type of report? 

3 Figure 1: Conceptual diagram of 
the study area of the Concession Source, or justification for the use of this diagram 

6

“…the greater part of the 
information published about the 
ecological effects of crude oil 
spills was obtained from 
observation data collected after 
the crude ship spills. From those 
studies, birds were identified as 
being particularly sensitive to 
exposure from crude oil…” 

References are missing. What studies are being 
referred to, which ones are they? 

11 

“…The PAH were also measured 
at nine superficial water sites 
which are used for bathing and 
fishing. The standard PAH was 
exceeded in two samples taken 
near the  

References are missing. The sites were being affected 
by Petroecuador at the time of the sampling? What are 
the locations of these sites? 

4
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Production stations. In one of 
the samples taken close to 
Shushufindi North station, the 
PAH measured was five 
times the standard 
established to protect the 
aquatic flora and fauna…” 

11 

“…It is important to observe 
that Villacreces (1998) took 
samples from a wide variety 
of locations within the 
Concession. Little information 
was given to definitively link 
the sample sites to the impact 
of petroleum production. 
Therefore, it is not clear if the 
contamination was the result 
of petroleum production or 
from other sources within the 
Concession…” 

Should the citation be Villacreces (1998)?...this 
citation is incorrect in the document. This 
comment is very ambiguous. 

18 Gallo 2007 This study is not found  

18 

Texaco discharged a total of 
60,300 million liters (15,900 
million gallons) of production 
water in the Concession from 
1972 to 1990 (PetroEcuador 
archives)

We have other figures 

19 

Table I: Information about 
production water, upstream 
water and superficial water, 
obtained from the separation 
stations in the Concession 

These figures do not coincide with the production 
tables obtained by the expert. 

20 

The average annual 
superficial water current 
contamination by discharge of 
production water from 1972 to 
1990 was 5,936 liters per 
second. 

If the figures in the previous table aren’t the same 
as the expert’s, these numbers have to be revised 
again. 

“…In general, the available 
data demonstrate that the 
ecology at the Concession 
suffered the toxic effects of 
the contamination…” 

Very partial comment. Does not analyze the 
unaffected areas. 

This study is purely bibliographic and used 
authors who have worked for the plaintiffs like the 
expert Villacreces, it does not analyze who’s 
contamination it is 

5
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Presenting, since it is probably also 
Petroecuador’s. 

It does not perform an analysis with results 
obtained by the other party, and specks of studies 
that have not been published like Gallo or not 
referenced. The results can be better presented 
visually in tables and graphs. 

There are no maps or locations of the samples he 
talks about. 

K 1 Introduction and content 

Does not indicate the dose of exposure to human 
beings, lethal doses, DL50, acute toxicity, chronic, 
effects on fish, plants, …does not relate with the 
findings of the Inspections…does not relate with 
the products used by TEXPET for drilling…does 
not indicate evidence found during the 
inspections…BAD ANNEX. 

This annex is very general and bibliographic, does 
not analyze the situation with respect to the 
concession nor the results found in the 
inspections. It should take about 10 sites, analyze 
time, doses, exposure to contaminating elements 
existing in the environment versus chemicals 
used exclusively by Texaco to give the document 
strength. 

L 1
Physical support from the surveys and sworn 
testimony on certain things like violations would 
be missing. 

M

Introduction and content 

Very weak document without bibliographic 
support, recognized or scientific testimony. 

Does not mention other different effects 

4

“…In the investigation I made 
I tried to find the causes or 
possible causes which led 
those two peoples to become 
extinct, in spite of which it 
was very hard for me to find 
more information about the 
existence and the possible 
causes for the extinction of 
the Tetetes and Sansahuaris, 
therefore, in order to avoid 
referring to matters that are 
unknown to me, in this report 
I will omit references to the 
Tetetes and Sansahuaris…” 

Should the document be in the first person? 
There are explanatory comments for unimportant 
matters. 
Bad composition 

5

“…For all of those indigenous 
peoples of the Ecuadorian 
Amazon, life is determined by 
three basic factors which are: 
Territory, Food, and Cultural 
Traditions…” 

Bibliographic source, or explanation for this 
conclusion. 

5 Impacts to their Territory Very poor description of the displacement 
suffered by each community, needs 

6
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to be complemented by other investigations and more 
details. 

6 Graphic 

This map needs the previous graphic as background in 
order to be able to make a visual comparison, also, if 
displacements existed, graph them with arrows 
showing from where to where the human groups 
moved. 
The rivers named in the text should be shown with 
names on the map in order to easily find them. 

8

“…Performing a comparison 
exercise between two graphics 
we can easily see the enormous 
proportion of land lost by each of 
the indigenous nations…” 

Area would be the better word. An estimated 
calculation of the number of hectares can be made and 
from there derive percentages. 

11 “…numerous testimonies…” Which are these testimonies, it would be important to 
include the testimonies in this document 

11 “…according to 85.5% of those 
surveyed…” 

Where are the surveys, when were they done?, These 
numbers should be referenced by page to the other 
document. 

11 

“…The Huaoranis, like all the 
Amerindian populations, have a 
deficiency of the dehydrogenated 
enzymes of alcohol, which 
makes it impossible for their 
organisms to metabolize it…” 

Scientific or bibliographic basis for this assertion 

11 “…economic impact by 17.4% of 
those surveyed…” Show percentages graphically 

13 

“…Actually it is surprising that in 
the narratives of the Cofanes, 
Sionas or Secoya elders, they 
affirm that taking advantage of 
their knowledge of the language; 
English, Spanish, and the 
traditional language of each 
people, the ILV missionaries 
became the interlocutors 
between those peoples and the 
Texpet technicians. See Annex 
L…” 

Where are these narratives? 

14 

“…By spilling formation water or 
spilling crude in the rivers, 
estuaries, and swamps, the 
traditional diet of the indigenous 
peoples who inhabited the 
Concession area was 
automatically affected…” 

Doesn’t speak to the health of the indigenous groups, 
which is a consequence of the diet. 

14 

“…Like the Tagaeri and 
Taromenane, who survive in the 
intangible area to the south of 
the Yasuni Park and that today 
are threatened by the incursion 
of the Brazilian company 
Petrobras…” 

Comment is out of order and slanted 

14 History and culture 
Missing cultural details, rituals, historical values, of 
each community, 

7
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detailed even with photographs and testimony, so the 
reader will understand that the fact of displacement or 
disappearance of communities is invaluable. In 
addition, perform an analysis of the sustainable way of 
life in harmony with nature that these groups have. 

15 

“…The objective of this 
document is to contribute to 
measuring the cultural damage in 
the operation areas of Texaco, 
for which we will avail ourselves 
of comparisons with data from 
historical and ethnographic 
archives about what these 
peoples’ lives were before the 
company’s entry and how they 
are now…” 

Where are the data and the historical archives? 

16 

“…the Ribereña 
Precooperatives, Flor de Mayo, 
24 de Mayo, El Triunfo, 28 de 
Julio, and Aguarico 3, most of 
them located on the Guanta to 
Shushufindi road, and the 
hectares to recover are 
approximately 4,000 ha…” 

Are these people willing to sell their land? There are 
other territorial alternatives, they don’t necessarily need 
to be located in these places which are now already 
colonized.

17 

“…the average cost of one 
hectare of land fluctuates 
between ONE THOUSAND FIVE 
HUNDRED AND TWO 
THOUSAND DOLLARS…” 

Who says this or where do we have this information? 

18 

“…zoo nursery the following 
parameters are taken into 
account: incline of the land, 
closeness to the community, 
presence of a water source. 
Once the location is evaluated, 
the enclosures for the nursery 
will be located and 
constructed…” 

A small project with timetables and budgets does not 
exist, including the assignment of responsibilities to 
consider the initiative as valid. 

18 

“…replicate this plan in at least 
80 native communities, so that 
the plan will be successful and 
that the true reproduction of each 
species can be assured, 
monitoring, feeding and 
management of each unit for at 
least 10 years, and that the 
approximate cost per year for 
each unit is four hundred 
thousand dollars, the 
approximate cost of this 
component would be on average 
320,000,000 dollars…”  

Isn’t that too much time? 

With this money wouldn’t it be better to feed the 
communities another way? 
Where does this economic amount come from, it is 
necessary to see a well-established plan with the 
breakdown of amounts because the project looks 
absurd. 

19 “…In this component we have to 
work to recover the identity…” 

No guidelines and/or methodology to work this is 
indicated? 

19 
“…This implies: construction of 
the center, equipment, 
maintenance, operation, 

Specific data about the method of mobilization, census 
of the potential students are missing. 

8
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Administration. In addition the 
cost of mobilization, lodging and 
food for the students must be 
financed, from the rest of their 
communities to the center. There 
could be a center for each 
Nation, but this option would 
increase the cost, so it is better 
to build a main center with four 
areas, one for each nation. In 
addition to the infrastructure 
construction cost, the financing 
of the operation must be 
ensured, which on average will 
cost 250,000 Dollars per month, 
which would be a cost of 
3,000,000 Dollars per year. If we 
think about the functionality and 
sustainability of the center, it 
should show results after the 
tenth year, in other words where 
there is more conscience and 
identity by the indigenous 
nations…”  

It is written “breast” and not “brest” 

It does not indicate that the cosmic vision of the Nations 
must be strongly taken into account. 

Where do the figures indicated come from, missing 
breakdown, and a full explanation of the project. 

Who is going to lead the “classes”?, sociologists, 
historians, people from the village, shamans? 

19 

“…However, there are a series of 
important measures that can and 
should be put in practice to 
improve the standard of living for 
these people, and to bring them 
closer to their cultural roots…” 

What measures are these? Write them 

19 

“…The total cost of the described 
actions rises to FOUR 
HUNDRED THIRTY MILLION 
DOLLARS ($430,000,000)…” 

Break down these figures through the presentation of 
well established plans and projects, with objectives, 
timelines, budgets, etc. 

N

1
“…In the stations there are 89 
pits which occupy 77,500 m2 of
area…” 

These numbers are obtained from geographic 
analysis…they could also be done by taking the 
standard size of a pit (SEE PITS ANNEX) to make 
different calculations? 

2

“…Figure 2 illustrates the 
contamination by free phase 
petroleum which is recoverable 
using ground cleaning as the 
remediation technology.” 

Other even more supportable remediation technologies 
could be presented. 

5 In reference to ground cleaning 
(PEPDA).

Pepda also does bio-remediation; nothing is said about 
underground waters, nor about restoring the forest’s 
services…nothing is said about phyto-remediation, or of 
additional earth movements for the pits already 
remediated by PEPDA… 

10 Observations 

Does not mention biosurfactants, nor the effect of 
detergents on the wash water and its 
biodegradability. 

It is important to add a point with conclusions and 
recommendations in accordance with

9
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the best values obtained in order to perform a good 
remediation and to consider other more ecological 
methods such as phyto-remediation and/or other 
methods. 

O 7 Table 2

How would Ecuadorian regulations influence the 
matter:

THE COST OF RESTORATION OF NATIVE 
FORESTS IN THE HUMID TROPICS OF ECUADOR IS 
ESTABLISHED. RO (Official Gazzette) 442, DATED 
OCTOBER 29, 2001… 

Art. 2.- The total cost for restoration of native forests, 
the primaries as well as those intervened is of US$ 
2,160.43/ha. distributed in $US 1,395.96/ha. for the 
restoration cost and US$ 764.46/ha. the cost for loss of 
environmental benefits. 
Art.3.- The total cost to restore secondary native 
forests is of US$ 2,101.29/ha. distributed in US$ 
1,357.76/ha. for the cost of restoration and US$ 
743.54/ha. the cost for loss of environmental benefits.

P

There is no proposal for improvement or technological 
support implementation, creation or installation of 
preventive equipment, of detection, of diagnosis and 
treatment related to tropical diseases and derived from 
petroleum exploitation such as cancer and skin 
afflictions. There are personnel and consultant costs 
but nothing concrete as well as the required building 
works. 

Q

R

1 Introduction and Contents 

The functions of the municipality, government are not 
established within the projects or their concatenation 
with projects already underway…supply plants from 
major river sources or collection from healthy estuaries 
have not been contemplated? 

2

“…Texaco operated more than 
11 petroleum drilling fields in the 
five cantons of the two provinces 
(Figure I) as well as the 
operation and waste systems, 
including pumping stations, 
pipelines, refineries, and well 
injection stations…” 

The number of fields drilled was 28, and operated 13 

The blocks shown in the map do not show all of the 
fields where Texaco drilled and don’t represent the 
reality; the deposits are not rectangular. 

2

“…Operations in the drilling 
fields: a. Mismanaged drilling 
mud pits; and b. Production of 
salt water/salt waste at the 
wellhead…” 

The pits are not only for drilling mud, they are also for 
crude and other waste, and they were all mismanaged. 

Salt water that went to surface water Sources 

2

Production operations: 
Crude and eliminated production 
water waste in tanks/pits at the 
pumping stations 

Spills contaminate surface areas, I don’t know of the 
reach underground water, but they do contaminate 
surface water. 

10 
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And refineries, and leaks/spills at 
pumping stations, load stations, 
and along the length of the 
pipeline right-of-way. 

3

“…The 334 locations of 
petroleum producing wells, some 
pipes at pumping stations, 60 
salt-water injection wells, 
petroleum processing sites, pits 
for the perforations, an unknown 
number of waste pits which are 
connected at the underground 
water level, unprotected 
wellheads, areas for waste 
disposal, etc. all of which 
represent potential underground 
water contamination sources…” 

Source of this information. Who gave him this data. 

Is he referring to the waste pits? 

4 Map of the fields operated by 
Texaco 

The Amazon Defense front asks, where did he get this 
map? Who gave it to him? 

5

“…Examples:  
The town of Taraoca located in 
the Francisco de Orellana canton 
in the Province of Orellana does 
not have a water supply system; 

The towns of Primavera and 
Yamanuka in Shushufindi 
located in the province of 
Sucumbios have water supply 
systems which are not 
operational, and must be 
repaired/replaced, and 

The towns of San Carlos and 
Enokanqui located in the Joya de 
los Sachas canton of the 
province of Orellana, have 
systems in operation…” 

This sequence of examples should be completed in a 
better way, drilling down to the level of individual 
communities 

5

“The main water supply source 
for the head cantonal towns is 
surface water. For Coca and 
Sacha, the water supply is 
probably up-river from the actual 
petroleum production. For Lago 
Agrio and Shushufindi the river 
water supply is within the area of 
the petroleum fields,  

It would be clearer to especially locate the water supply 
for each field 

11 
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which is worrisome.” 

5

“However, the underground 
waters generally come from 
shallow aquifers which are 
susceptible to suffering the 
impact of petroleum operations. 
Outside of the cantonal seats, 
the main source of water supply 
comes from underground 
sources and from springs. The 
springs are generally not very 
productive.” 

Sources of the information 

6

“…There are more than 43 
communities within this canton 
with an actual estimated 
population of 66,788. Although 
we didn’t investigate in detail the 
coverage of the current water 
supply in this canton, it is 
presumed that the conditions 
would be similar to the cantons 
described below…” 

Sources 

Why is it presumed, justification 

8

“…The total estimated cost of 
this project (which does not 
include the water distribution 
network, home connections and 
metering systems) is in the range 
of $20,000,000. If these three 
additional factors were included 
(as shown in Table #3) and a 
30% contingency were applied, 
the unit capital cost for this 
system would be of $551/ 
person…” 

Said project is not attached 

In how much time, or only to get the project running? 

10 

“…Regional system No. 1 is 
conceived to serve the 
communities and areas to the 
north of the Aguarico river…” 

It requires a precise area so the costs will be precise? 

14 FIGURE The map says that SELVA VIVA cooperated 

16 “Potable Water and Sanitary 
Sewer Project for Duran”. 

This document should be attached in order to make a 
comparison. 

18 

“…The construction costs for the 
underground water systems have 
been developed for the following 
components: construction of 
wells, pumping and control 
systems, solar energy 
systems…” 

Breakdown for the construction costs of the systems 
would be missing, and mapping of their locations. 
Basic information on the solar systems are not given. 

19 
Table 9. Summary of Costs for 
the Water Supply Systems and 
the Studies 

The amounts have periods and commas which do not 
permit the correct amount obtained to be seen. 

20 “…There are hundreds of small 
communities in 

This number must be precise for the implementation of 
the project 

12 
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the five cantons, many of which 
don’t have potable water 
systems…” 

21 

“…The No. 1 Regional System 
will serve the communities and 
areas north of the Aguarico river 
in the province of Sucumbios. 
The proposed population to be 
served is estimated at around 
149,000 inhabitants for 2027. 
The estimated cost for this 
system is $153,000,000 and the 
Total Cost including the 
engineering design, construction 
supervision and the O&M costs 
for 10 years is $187,106,768…” 

There should be a map showing the capture location, 
beneficiaries, distances. 

Will the beneficiaries of the water be charged a tariff 
staring after the 10 years or from the moment they have 
the vital liquid? 

Project lacks budget breakdown, timetable, etc. 

How are the flow lines for the vital liquid be protected 
and controlled, what length is each one of them going 
to have, how many will there be and what material will 
be used, PVC? In what way will the tariff be charged, 
who will approve that charge. Is all of this considered in 
the project? 

22 
Potable Water Supply for the 
Santa Elena Peninsula. EMAPG, 
1980 

What is the status of this 28 year old project, maybe 
there is better technology now 

S
No indication is given of what motivated or who 
sponsored this study, there is also a deficiency in the 
sources and the origin of the information given 

T

The calculation would be more real with true data 
obtained from the related institutions (there are annual 
reports of investments, field development, taxes, 
royalties, etc) 

13 
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OBSERVATIONS TO THE REPORT BY EXPERT RICHARD CABRERA VEGA 

Luis Villacreces C. 
Tania Naranjo 

In general very many of the references are missing 

ANNEX PAGE PARAGRAPH OBSERVATION 

SUMMARY 3

“…The contaminants from these sources 
are present in the ground, underground 
water, sediments and surface water in the 
area of the concession and persist in the 
environment to the present day…” 

How could the Expert recognize if the 
contaminants found belonged to Texaco or 
Petroecuador? 

What is the evidence the Expert has to 
assert that the contaminants are present in 
the ground, underground water, sediments 
and surface water today? 

SUMMARY 3

“…The first cause of the contamination’s 
origin is found in the exploration and 
exploitation operations conducted by 
Texpet…” 

What is Petroecuador’s responsibility for the 
current state of the supposed contamination 
found by the Expert? 
Indicate the contamination data mentioned 
for Texpet and for PPR. 

SUMMARY 4

“…The methods used to collect and 
analyze the samples produced reliable 
results that support the conclusion that the 
ground and the water are contaminated by 
the activities related to petroleum 
production…” 

How can he assert that reliable data exists if 
the plaintiffs didn’t present laboratory quality 
controls? 
What analysis was made for such an 
assertion?

SUMMARY 3

“…The ecosystem in the Concession is 
contaminated with petroleum 
hydrocarbons and other contaminants 
related to petroleum operations…” 

Is there a study of animals that corroborates 
this assertion? 
Are there samples, results, and discussion? 
Likewise, is there a study of plants with 
results and discussion? 

SUMMARY 4
“…The underground water beneath the 
disposal wells is contaminated above the 
Ecuadorian standards…” 

More like pits?...and the water outside of 
them? 

SUMMARY 4

“…When the production water was 
discharged directly from the stations 
during Texpet’s operations, rivers, 
streams, swamps and the ground were 
contaminated with petroleum, metals and 
salts in concentrations far above the 
Ecuadorian standards…” 

How much contamination was generated by 
formation waters on each environmental 
component? 
Is there a calculation of the areas affected by 
the discharge from the stations? 

SUMMARY 4 “…The environmental contamination has 
caused harm to the human population…” 

What other factors apart from the supposed 
“environmental contamination” have 
contributed to the “harm” to the nearby 
population? 

SUMMARY 4

“…Basically the territoriality, nutrition and 
cultural traditions of the indigenous 
peoples were affected, principally the 
Nations that traditionally inhabited the 
area of the Concession…” 

If the indigenous groups from the Oriente 
have dispersed, how do they propose, or 
what projects are proposed to reorganize 
them and return their lands, their culture, etc. 

SUMMARY 4
“The environmental contamination has 
caused damage to the ecological system 
in the concession area…” 

Like at all the other concession areas 
granted to other oil companies or is the 
damage less in others? 
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SUMMARY 4

“…The direct observations in the field 
confirmed that plant and animal life was 
and continues to be impacted by the 
contamination…” 

What are the guiding values for the 
protection of vegetable and animal life with 
respect to the contaminants found. From the 
annexes presented by the defendant about 
the effects on cattle and plants, what 
information has been recovered? 

SUMMARY 5

“…The sampling of sites remediated by 
Texaco confirms the presence of 
petroleum hydrocarbons above the 
current standards and indeed above those 
established in the remediation contract… 

Does the mobility and toxicity of the crude 
with respect to the information obtained by 
infrared TPH have any significance for you? 

SUMMARY 5

“…The methods currently used for the 
remediation by Petroecuador through the 
Project for the Elimination of Pits from the 
Amazon District (PEPDA) also leave 
behind enormous amounts of 
contamination…” 

What proof does he have for this 
assertion…doesn’t support the results 
presented to the DINAPA? 

SUMMARY 5
“…The proposed remediation is only 
directed to existing contamination of the 
grounds…” 

Which of the required or proposed actions for 
the remediation exist in order to arrive at 
values that do not represent a risk? 

SUMMARY 5

“…Additional cleanup actions are 
necessary to remediate the contaminated 
surface water, sediment, underground 
water, flora and fauna. However, there is 
insufficient information available to 
determine the extent these additional 
remediation actions must have, which is 
why they are not included in this 
analysis…” 

How were the areas affected under the 
responsibility of Texpet’s operations and 
those of PPR determined? 

SUMMARY 5

“…Implement improvements to the 
petroleum production infrastructure in 
order to reduce current contamination to 
the ecosystem. The approximate cost is 
THREE HUNDRED SEVENTY FIVE 
MILLION DOLLARS ($375,000,000) 

Isn’t the State responsible for this? 
Why should Texaco have to do it? 
A good justification for this is needed. 

SUMMARY 5

“…In any case these actions are 
appropriate because the proposed 
remediation is only directed at existing 
contamination in the ground and does not 
include the repair of contamination in 
other natural sources…” 

Currently what are the other sources that are 
not considered in the remediation, are these 
sources currently creating more 
contamination? 

SUMMARY 11 

“…The chemicals that can dissolve in 
underground waters could transfer with 
the same waters as they flow under the 
ground…” 

Evidence or scientific certainty of these 
assertions 

SUMMARY 11 

“…Likewise, certain hydrocarbons from 
crude oil can evaporate from the spills or 
from the uncovered pits, but others do 
not…” 

Explain the toxicity of the different petroleum 
fractions and their weathering and loss of 
volatile fractions, HUM 

SUMMARY 12 

“…the people who live close to where 
there is crude oil or open sky, or close to 
the flames from the flares, can be 
exposed to contaminants by breathing 
them and taking them to their lungs…” 

How many cases exist of people who live 
close to flares or lived close to these and 
currently present illnesses? Is there an 
investigation of a group with these 
characteristics in order to assert this? 

SUMMARY 12 
“…The people can also be exposed to the 
chemicals by drinking contaminated water 
or ingesting contaminated foods…” 

Testimonies 
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SUMMARY 12

“…Regardless, I place less emphasis on 
some information about underground 
waters collected by the plaintiffs due to 
the fact that the methods they used were 
the ones that caused the samples of 
underground waters to have high contents 
of suspended soil in them, and this 
material could skew the results of the 
samples…” 

How does this affect the results by the 
experts for the plaintiffs in the 
inspections…??? 

SUMMARY 13

“…Therefore, I have compared the 
information on environmental 
contamination with these Ecuadorian 
standards to determine where 
contamination is present, but probably 
doesn’t present a risk or damage, and 
where the contamination does present a 
risk or damage…” 

How can it be determined if the 
contamination at a site can cause damage or 
not, if the environment is already 
contaminated? 

SUMMARY 13 Ecuadorian Standards 
Why are the lower values used if the area is 
for industrial use and doesn’t belong to the 
System of Protected Areas? 

SUMMARY 14
“…Regardless, the value of 1,000 mg/kg 
of TPH is used since it is the Ecuadorian 
standard…” 

This value is still too high for remediation, 
remediation must be done until it is left in the 
initial conditions, TPH concentrations of less 
than 100ppm for Amazon ground.  

SUMMARY 26

“…One question to consider is what 
percentage of the contamination was 
caused by Texpet and what percentage 
was caused by Petroecuador after it took 
over the operations…” 

Answer this question 

SUMMARY 26 
“…Texpet installed some gas capture  
stations, but even so, most of the gas 
continued to be burned…” 

I don’t think this is true 

SUMMARY 26 

“…The environmental  information 
collected during the audits of the Texpet 
contractors confirms that there had been 
massive contamination at the Concession 
at that time. Therefore, there is 
overwhelming evidence that a large part 
of the contamination at the Concession 
was caused by Texpet during its 
operations…” 

The Records of the RAT again confirm this 
fact, how can these arguments be 
enhanced?? 

SUMMARY 27 

“…Likewise, the totality of the 
contamination produced at sites build by 
Petroecuador after June, 1990 is the 
exclusive responsibility of 
Petroecuador…” 

Can an inventory of all the spills and 
liabilities of Petro be annexed to make a 
comparison with Texaco’s? 

SUMMARY 27 
“…that Texpet is still in large part 
responsible as they were the ones who 
established the methods of operation…” 

Isn’t the State of Ecuador responsible for not 
having done anything about it?, After almost 
20 years under Petro, haven’t they been able 
to improve these methods of operation? Is 
Texaco really responsible for that? 

SUMMARY 27 

“…Texpet also established the normal 
operational procedures as regards the 
handling of waste, such as disposing of 
production water and the release of gases 
into the atmosphere…” 

These are established procedures or they 
are a modus operandi that Petro acquired in 
a facile manner. 

SUMMARY 27 

“…it is unrealistic to expect that 
Petroecuador will immediately change all 
of the operations in the Concession to 
make them safer…” 

Immediately could have been 3 to 5 years. 
We are at almost 20 years later. 

SUMMARY 27 “ I consider that Texpet should have left a 
system that would considerably reduce  

If they were to leave a less contaminating 
system, they would have used that system 
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SUMMARY 

The ecological impact to its successor in 
the operation. This is why it is necessary to 
implement advances in the techniques in 
order to achieve an adequate and complete 
reinjection of formation water…” 

themselves!!! 

Implement. The State or Texaco? 

SUMMARY 29

“…When production water was discharged 
from the stations, large numbers of rivers 
and estuaries downstream from the stations 
were severely contaminated…” 

That contamination from production water is 
not affecting the environment now since it is 
water which already went in due time. 

SUMMARY 30 “…Drilling muds contain metals such as 
barium…” 

Toxicity of the compounds found. Mobility, 
migration? 

SUMMARY 34
“…the mestizos were more exposed to 
petroleum contamination than the 
indigenous population in general…” 

The mestizo groups came to live after the 
petroleum company and during its 
operations. 

SUMMARY 35

“…97 cases of children born with 
deformations were recorded in 79 families. 
In other words, 10.35 % of the families that 
registered a pregnancy indicated 
deformations in some of the children 
born…” 

Is that percentage correct or is it 103%? 

SUMMARY 35 

“…In this case 97 surveyed, or 12.71% of 
those who had pregnancies, said they had 
a total of 133 children who died within the 
first thirty days of life. This supposes 3.73% 
of the pregnancies that came to term…” 

These percentages have to be explained 
better.

SUMMARY 36 

“…Those elevated numbers, together with 
the fact that a very significant percentage of 
people know children of workers or 
executives of Texpet that resulted from 
those forms of abuse, demonstrate the 
seriousness of this problem in the 
Concession area…” 

This is a very serious accusation and with a 
lot of weight, which would make it interesting 
to contact the affected people to give sworn 
statements.

SUMMARY 40 (Annex J) 

What chemical tests exist for testing the 
presence of contaminants in fish and 
plants…there is no document that analyzes 
the matter of TOXICITY (data on fish and 
plants) 

SUMMARY 40 

“…The concentrations of toxic thresholds in 
the soil and in surface water (streams and 
rivers) were selected after a careful review 
of scientific literature and of the regulations 
and governmental standards. In several 
cases, Ecuadorian standards for 
environmental protection were used, since 
the purpose of these standards is to 
establish tolerable maximums…” 

Comment on the origin of Ecuadorian 
environmental standards and analyze 
whether they contemplate risk and exposure 
factors

SUMMARY 43 

“…It is common to see areas around the 
wells where there are fewer plants, or that 
the plants are of different types or smaller 
than in the uncontaminated areas. It is also 
common for the plants not to grow with the 
usual strength on the covered pits as they 
do in nearby uncontaminated areas…”  

This doesn’t happen at all the sites, Lago 16 
over the pit has exuberant vegetation as 
does Charapa 1. This happens especially 
when it is in humid areas such as swamps. 

SUMMARY 43 

“…Gallo (2007) studied the diversity of the 
fauna in the Concession through extensive 
surveys of mammals, birds, amphibians, 
reptiles and aquatic invertebrates…” 

This study doesn’t exist, it has to be included 
and build on it. 
There are extensive surveys in that study? 

SUMMARY 43 
“…The study demonstrates that the 
diversity of mammals, birds, amphibians 
and reptiles is 

In remaining patches of forest in Lago Agrio 
24 you can find species such as 
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considerably inferior to what would naturally 
occur in similar areas without impact. The 
existing fauna is that which is considerably 
tolerant to habitat alterations…” 

Guan which is an indicator of untouched 
forest and that additionally denies this 
assertion.

SUMMARY 48 
“…The average cost in similar projects to 
tackle similar types of contamination is of 
$448/m3 of soil…” 

Is it worth remediating only the liabilities 
caused by the Texaco operations if Petro still 
has spills and new pits next to Texaco’s? 

SUMMARY 50 

“…Two actions are indispensable to 
improve the existing petroleum operations 
infrastructure in order to have limited or no 
environmental contamination now as well 
as in the future: renew the existing 
production water re-injection system; and 
capture all of the gas so it will not be 
burned…” 

They would also need to improve the pipes 
and flow lines, and protect them so there 
won’t be breaks and avoid spills 
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OBSERVATIONS TO THE EXPERT REPORT BY ENG. 
RICHARD CABRERA. By OLGA LUCIA GOMEZ 

Following I present the observations made to the referenced report. It is necessary to clarify that the 
observations are made starting with the summary and continuing with each of the annexes. 

SUMMARY
The experts shows a certain degree of partiality towards the plaintiffs. It blames all of the existing 
contamination in the Napo concession area on Texaco. He concludes that extrapolating the results 
obtained from the 45 inspections prior to his and adding his own results, it can be affirmed that all of the 
area under concession to Texaco is contaminated. 

There is no table of contents for the document, so important information can be missed. 

ÍTEM FINDINGS COMMENTS 
1 On the first and second pages, the 5 objectives of 

the report and those required by law are 
explained. The experts clarifies that he evaluated 
the technical information from the prior 
inspections coming from both parties (plaintiffs 
and defendant) and clarifies that he only took the 
parts that appear in the trial and that are related 
to results from water, ground, air, health and 
social components and the effects found. 

This part is very appropriate, impartial and just. 

2 Pg. 3, Number 2. Part 1. The expert refers to the 
sources of contamination, and indicates that the 
contamination in the “area of the concession” 
come from crude oil, drilling muds, and other 
additives and production waters that are currently 
present. 

This assertion doesn’t present sufficient support 
since there is no extrapolation, model or 
simulation to indicate that all of the concession 
area is contaminated. 

3 Page 2. Number 2. Part 2. The expert indicates 
that the responsibility for the contamination in the 
concession originates with Texaco’s operations. 
For his assertion he refers annexes (E, F, H, I, S, 
T).

The annexes are not conclusive to the point of 
indicating the contamination of all the area of the 
concession; they only evaluate areas adjacent to 
the platforms, the platforms themselves, bodies 
of water, access roads, production stations, and 
affected communities. 

4 Pg. 4. Part 3. The expert indicates that the 
information used is sufficient and reliable. 

We cannot forget that on repeated occasions, 
Texaco has asserted that the laboratories used 
by the Plaintiffs are not valid; and the plaintiffs 
have said that the laboratories used by the 
defendant are not valid, nor their sample 
collection methods. 

1
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5 Pg. 4. Part 4. The expert indicates that there exist 
areas of the concession that have not been 
impacted by petroleum activities, and that the 
overall levels of contaminants are low in soils and 
water. 

The expert contradicts himself with what he 
states on Pg. 3, Number 2. Part 1. What he says 
here is very true, what he says before is very 
slanted. 

6 Pg. 4 Part 5. The expert indicates that the 
ecosystem in the concession is contaminated 
with petroleum hydrocarbons and others 
(production water and additives). He backs his 
assertions with annexes (B, C, E). 

The expert doesn’t mention annexes A 
(monitoring results), J (ecological impact) and 
U4 (inspections analysis). 

This argument is not completely supported. 
7 Pg. 4. Part 6. The expert says that the 

environmental contamination has caused damage 
to the human population. He backs his assertions 
in annexes L and P. 

He should have also referred to annexes Q and 
K. which do speak of the damage to the human 
population. 

8 Pg. 4. Part 7. The expert indicates that the 
indigenous groups were affected. 

The expert doe not back his assertion; he should 
refer to annexes U9, 11 and 12. 

9 Pg. 4 Part 8. The expert talks about the 
contamination of the ecological system. 

Does not support his assertion, should refer to 
annexes A and J. 

10 Pg. 5. Part 9. The expert speaks of the 
remediation performed by Texaco and why it 
didn’t clean properly. 

Does not support the assertions, should refer to 
annexes U1, U2, U7, U8, U16, U18. 

11 Pg. 5 part 10. The expert indicates a figure of 
1700 million dollars for ground remediation 

He doesn’t indicate where the figure comes 
from.

12 Pg. 5. Part 11. The expert several figures in order 
to be able to clean the environment. 

Does not support the figures or indicate where 
they came from, should mention the 
corresponding annexes. 

13 Pg. 5. Final paragraph. The expert concludes that 
the costs indicated should be implemented since 
the operations in the field continue to be plagued 
by a poor infrastructure and deficient 
environmental practices left by Texpet. 

I think the conclusion is very partial and the 
expert ignores all that Petroecuador has done 
and does to contaminate the environment. 

14 Pg. 6 Part 12. The expert indicates that the 
impact on the people, past and future, must be 
compensated. 

Likewise, does not provide support for the 
assertion. Annexes Q and O. 

15 Pg. 6. Part 13. The expert indicates that the costs 
identified for damage repair and compensation 
are conservative and don’t cover all of the impact. 
He also indicates that the cleanup is for 
remediation but will not achieve total restoration. 

These assertions by the expert are not very 
clear; he doesn’t explain where the cost figures 
come from and why they are conservative. On 
the other hand, the expert doesn’t magnify the 
remediation. 

16 Pg. 6 Part 14. The expert talks about Texaco’s 
illegitimate profits and mentions a figure extracted 
from Annex T. 

Annex T end with two publications by Amazon 
Watch. 

17 Pg. 6. Part 15. The expert presents the total costs 
corresponding to each type of damage and loss 
considered. Table 2.1. 

The table is not clear, does not indicate where 
the figures come from and in the minimum cost 
column we don’t know where the numbers come 
from.

18 Pg. 8 Number 3.2.7. First paragraph. The expert The term excavation mud is used improperly, 

2
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Talks about excavation mud and other additives. It is drilling mud. The additives mentioned are 
not identified. 

19 Pg. 8. Footnote. The expert indicated that annex 
H. details Texaco’s operations history. 

The annex is incorrect. The history is found in 
Annex F. 

20 Pg. 9 Paragraph 1. The expert mentions that 
Texpet operated 22 Production stations. 

Does not indicate where this number came from.

21 Pg. 9. First Paragraph. The expert indicates that 
the oil was separated from the water in the station 
pits. 

This assertion is erroneous. The oil is separated 
from water and gas in separators; what was 
done and is done in the pits is to decant the 
water and separate it from petroleum residue 
remaining after separation, but that is never 
crude oil. 

22 Pg. 9. First Paragraph. At the end of the 
paragraph the expert indicates the quantity of gas 
produced by Texpet’s operations. 

The source is indicated to be Annex F. but the 
table number is not indicated. It is Table Number 
6.

23 Pg. 9 Second paragraph. The expert talks about 
the sources of the chemicals expelled by Texpet 
and their toxicity. 

The information is not supported, Annex K and 
Annex E should be mentioned. 

24 Pg. 9. Fourth Paragraph. The use of Chromium VI 
in drilling mud is mentioned. 

The information is not supported; Annex U15 
should be mentioned. 

25 Pg. 10. Number 3.2.2. The expert talks about the 
Texpet spills supported by Annex I. 

Reference should also be made to Annex U9. 

26 Pg. 10. Number 3.2.2. Third Paragraph. The 
expert talks about 276 spills and 26,400 barrels of 
crude spilled. 

Checking Annex I Pg. 1. Second Paragraph. It 
mentions 276 reports and on Pg. 2. Paragraph 
1. it indicated that it was 26,388.62 barrels of 
crude spilled. The expert is not consistent in his 
assertions. 

27 Pg. 10. PETROECUADOR’S SPILLS. Paragraphs 
2 and 3 have nothing to do with the mentioned 
title. 

There is an error in what is presented in 
paragraphs 2 and 3 of this part. 

28 Pg. 11. Number 3.2.4. Paragraph 1. The expert 
talks about the chemicals in the Waters and the 
Crude. 

The composition is wrong. He should say “The 
chemicals that are found in the water and in the 
petroleum”. In general his composition is 
terrible. 

29 Pg. 11 Number 3.2.5. Bad composition, the paragraph is not clear. 
30 Pg. 12. Paragraph 2. The expert talks about 

people’s exposure to the chemicals, and indicates 
that more details are given later. 

Does not indicate where the details are found. 

31 Page 12. Paragraph 3. The expert talks about 
damage to the ecosystem by contamination. 

The source of the assertions is not indicated. 

32 Pg. 13. Number 3.2.7. The expert indicates that 
the chemicals in the crude oil are not naturally 
occurring, but they are present in the environment 
in very low concentrations. 

Not clear; do they exist or don’t they? 

33 Pg. 14. Last paragraph. The expert indicates the 
amount of 1000 mg/lt, as the permissible level of 
TPH in soils. 

The units are wrong, they are mg/kg 

34 Pg. 15. Paragraph 2. The expert talks about 
“CERCIA” 

I don’t know what that is and there is no 
reference. 

3
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35 Pg. 17. Number 3.2.9. The expert mentions the 
results of the overall concentrations. Table No. 
3.1.

The table referred should be 3.2. and the data 
are < 0.6; < 10 and < 12.5. The way they are 
expressed is wrong. 

36 Pg. 17. Number 3.2.10. The expert says that the 
defendant did not sample at 3 sites. 

This is false, they always presented sampling. 

37 Pg. 17. Number 3.2.10. The expert says that he 
sampled 48 sites and one station that were 
different from those previously inspected and 
mentions Annex A and E. 

There is one previously inspected site. Sacha 
18. Annex U4 should also be mentioned. 

38 Pg. 19. Figure 3.1. Location of the well sites. The source is not indicated. 
39 Pg. 21. Second Paragraph. The composition is not clear. 
40 Pg. 22 Item 3.2.12. The expert makes reference 

to Chromium VI. 
Annex U15 should be mentioned as support. 

41 Pg. 24. Paragraph 1. After Table 3.7. Analysis of 
underground water results. 

It is very weak and the source and/or support 
(annexes) are not given. 

42 Pg. 24. Second paragraph. The expert indicates 
that “as expected” the TPH data under the pits 
exceeded. 

This assertion is very partial. 

43 The expert reached conclusions about the 
underground water study. 

The source for the underground water results is 
not indicated. 

44 Pg. 25. Number 3.2.15. Talks about the 
contaminants in surface water. 

The source is not indicated. 

45 Pg. 26. Paragraph 1. The expert talks about the 
contamination of 2.8 trillion liters of water. 

Where does this number come from? 

46 Pg. 26. Item 3.2.16. First Paragraph. The expert 
indicates that Texpet installed and operated 356 
production wells. 

This assertion is false, Texpet opened 356 wells 
of which 21 were exploratory wells, in other 
words without production. 

47 Pg. 26. Number 3.2.16. Second paragraph. The 
expert mentions the audits performed and 
supports it with annexes C, F, I. 

The annexes that should be mentioned are U2 
and U18. In addition to C. 

48 Pg. 26. Number 3.2.16. Last Paragraph. The 
expert indicates that they built gas capture 
stations during the final years of Texpet 
operations. 

This assertion is false. 

49 Pg. 26. Number 3.2.16. Last Paragraph. At the 
end of the paragraph it is indicated that there 
were hundreds of spills, thousands of barrels 
spilled and massive contamination in the 
concession. 

This is a very strong assertion and it isn’t 
supported. 

50 Pg. 27. First Paragraph. Does not use technical language, very 
colloquial. 

51 Pg. 27. Paragraph 3. The expert says that “it is 
not realistic to expect Petroecuador immediately 
change all of the concession operations to make 
them safer”. 

This is an exaggerated assertion since 28 years 
have gone by under Petroecuador operations. 

52 Pg. 27, Paragraph 3. The expert ends the 
paragraph concluding that Texpet should have 
left a system to considerably reduce the 
ecological impact installed, and references 
Annexes S and T. 

The conclusion is badly composed and lacks 
support. 
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53 Pg. 27 last Paragraph. The expert talks about 
contamination for which Texpet is responsible 
and the environmental improvements by 
Petroecuador. 

The expert contradicts himself with what he has 
already said, since initially he makes reference 
to a Petroecuador that inherits bad practices and 
has not been able to recover; but he ends this 
part with the environmental improvements made 
by Petroecuador. 

54 Pg. 28 First Paragraph. The expert says that 
Texpet built 916 pits. 

This discovery must be expanded upon. 

55 Pg. 29. First Paragraph. The expert indicates that 
“in fact the quantity of contamination caused by 
petroleum hydrocarbons in the pits which Texpet 
cleaned seems to be no less than the 
contamination in the pits that Texpet did not 
clean”. 

This paragraph is not clear. 

56 Pg. 29. Number 3.2.18. Paragraph 4. The expert 
talks about the contamination at the concession 
and indicates that it does not exist in all of the 
concession, only in the areas of the wells, 
stations and spills, in addition to rivers. 

The expert once again contradicts himself, about 
the contamination at the concession. 

57 Pg. 30. Number 3.3. The expert again mentions 
other contaminating additives. 

The expert continues to leave this assertion un-
supported. 

58 Pg. 32. Number 4.1. The expert describes the 
way in which the surveys for the social study 
were done. 

The surveys to support the conclusions are not 
presented. 

59 Pg. 36. Number 4.3.1. The expert refers to the 
cases of violations by petroleum workers. 

Sworn statements should be requested. 

60 Pg. 37. Number 4.4. Impact on Indigenous 
communities. 

It is important for the expert to expand the 
information with sources. Evidence of 
displacement, loss of territory, acculturation, and 
alcoholism, among others. 

61 Pg. 38. Number 5. Impact to the ecosystem. The annexes related to monitoring of vegetation 
and their results should be mentioned as support 
for the assertions made. 

62 Pg. 43. Paragraph 2. Data about contamination of 
fish is presented. 

The expert doesn’t present support for his 
assertions. 

63 Pg. 43. Item 5.4. Field observations; Paragraph 3 
and Paragraph 4. 

No report by Martinez (Esperanza) exists, 
likewise for the one by (Gallo) 

64 Pg. 45. Item 6.1. Summary of damage caused by 
Texpet.

This section is very important and should be 
referred to as a confirmation of what we have 
said up to now in the trial. 

65 Pg. 46. Item 6.2. Focus for repair of the damage. This part is very good and should be highlighted 
like we agree with what is said. 

66 Pg. 52. Item 7.0. Value of the losses suffered by 
people and the ecosystem. 

This part is very good and should be highlighted 
like we agree with what is said. 
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ANNEX A. 
No table of contents exists for the Annex, so we don’t know what it contains. 

ÍTEM FINDINGS COMMENTS 
1 Pg. 7. Number 4. Laboratories used and 

their grades. 
The information for Corplab is missing. 

2 Pg. 7. Number 5. Quality Control. The expert 
indicated that the methodologies are 
established in procedures Annex PO. 

This annex doesn’t exist. In this case it could be 
Annex A. Procedures. 

3 Pg. 7 Number 5. Third and fourth 
paragraphs. The expert mentions Annexes 
CC and RC. 

These don’t exist either. 

4 Monitoring of underground water. The first page of the protocol page 07-699 is 
missing. 

5 Vegetation monitoring. It is not referred to in any part of the document. 
6 Lithology. This is not referred to in the Summary. 

ANNEX B. 
No table of contents exists for the Annex, so we don’t know what it contains. 

ÍTEM FINDINGS COMMENTS 
1 Pg. 7. Last paragraph. The expert presents a 

theory for why there are high TPHs in water 
from the defendants, as a possible error by 
the Havoc laboratory.  

I don’t understand what is intended by indicating 
that Havoc may have had something go through 
the filters. 

2 Pg. 8. First Paragraph. The expert talks 
about a TPH in water result of the samples 
from Texaco, location Sacha 13, of 49,700 
mg/lt 17 mg/lt of benzene. 

This is not true. There is an error. 

3 Pg. 9. First Paragraph. The expert once 
again mentions the results from Sacha 13, 
and indicates that the defendant’s results are 
lower than those of the plaintiffs. 

This is true and contradicts what was referred to 
earlier. 

4 Pg. 9. Last Paragraph. The expert indicates 
that the plaintiffs did not present results for 
sacha 6, 10, 21, 57, 65, 85, Central, and 
SSF. North.

This is not entirely true, we only failed to present 
Sacha 6, 21, 57, and SSF. North. 

ANNEX C. 
No table of contents exists for the Annex, so we don’t know what it contains. 

ÍTEM FINDINGS COMMENTS 
1 Pg. 1. Last Paragraph. Item 2. The expert 

indicates that the studies contain information 
about

The paragraph is badly written. No contamination 
was found in production waters or in 
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ground contamination, underground water, 
surface water, sediment, crude oil, and 
production water. 

crude oil. 

ANNEX D. 
No table of contents exists for the Annex, so we don’t know what it contains. 

ÍTEM FINDINGS COMMENTS 
1 Pg. 3. Table 2. Ecuadorian standard for 

surface water. 
The permissible limits are not correct; units are 
missing in all the tables presented in the Annex. 

2 Pg. 4. Table. 4. Comparison of ground 
quality standards in Ecuador and other 
countries. 

The Metal Copper is missing. 

3 Pg. 4. Last paragraph. The expert mentions 
the permissible limits in D. E. 1215 for TPH, 
and indicates that for industrial use it is 
10,000 ppm. 

This is false; the permissible limit is 4,000 ppm. 

ANNEX E. 
No table of contents exists for the Annex, so we don’t know what it contains. It is Maps of graphics. 

ANNEX F. 
No table of contents exists for the Annex, so we don’t know what it contains. The information for the sites 
inspected by the expert could be expanded. 

ANNEX G. 
No table of contents exists for the Annex, so we don’t know what it contains. 

ÍTEM FINDINGS COMMENTS 
1 Pg. 1. Number 1. First Paragraph. The 

expert mentions that Texpet operated 356 
wells. 

This assertion is incorrect; they drilled 356 wells, 
of which 21 were exploratory wells without 
production. 

2 Pg. 2. Number 2.1. An analysis is made 
using 356 wells operated by Texpet. 

The analysis would not be correct, as it involves 
the 21 exploratory wells without production. 

3 Pg. 5. Table 1. Comparison of oil the sites in 
the Concession with the sampled sites. 

The figures presented do not coincide with those 
reported in Annex F. 

ANNEX H. 
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No table of contents exists for the Annex, so we don’t know what it contains. 

ÍTEM FINDINGS COMMENTS 
1 Pg. 2. Number 2. Two annexes of spills are 

mentioned. U9 and U18. 
Only U9 and I exist. 

2 Pg. 3 Number 3. The expert indicates that 
there were 34 exploratory wells. 

This is false; there were 21. 

ANNEX I. 
No table of contents exists for the Annex, so we don’t know what it contains. 

ÍTEM FINDINGS COMMENTS 
1 Pg. 1. Number 1. First paragraph. The 

expert talks about spills which occurred 
during Texpet’s time. 

This assertion is somewhat speculative as he 
uses the expression “more spills could have 
occurred” but is not supported anywhere. 

2 Pg. 15. The expert presents a series of 
documents about spills. 

They are not classified, nor does he have a table 
of contents for these. 

ANNEX J. 
No table of contents exists for the Annex, so we don’t know what it contains. 

ÍTEM FINDINGS COMMENTS 
1 Pg. 5. Number 3.3. Second Paragraph. The 

expert cites Villacreces (2000) who 
characterized the concession water in 
Shushufindi. 

I don’t how valid the reference may be since Luis 
is currently an expert and the referred 
documentation would have to be presented. 

2 Pg. 9. Number 3.6.1. Again Villacreces L. C. 
(1998) is named. 

I don’t how valid the reference may be since Luis 
is currently an expert and the referred 
documentation would have to be presented. 

3 Pg. 11. Third Paragraph. Again Villacreces 
L. C. (1998) is named. 

I don’t how valid the reference may be since Luis 
is currently an expert and the referred 
documentation would have to be presented. 

4 Pg. 17. Number 3.7. Martinez and Gallo are 
mentioned. 

The referred documentation would have to be 
presented. 

ANNEX K. 
No table of contents exists for the Annex, so we don’t know what it contains. 

ANNEX L. 
This is a very well worked and supported document, I would only ask for the supports (surveys and sworn 
statements) 
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ANNEX M. 
No table of contents exists for the Annex, so we don’t know what it contains. 

ÍTEM FINDINGS COMMENTS 
1 First Part. Description of the ancestral 

peoples and the impact of hydrocarbon 
activities. 

This part is well supported, even though better 
composition and development of the description of 
the hydrocarbon activities which caused the 
impact are needed. 

2 Second Part. Evaluation of cultural damage, 
Pg. 14. 

Does not exist in the context of the paragraph. 

3 Third Part. Territorial recovery Pg. 15. The numbering varies from figures to graphs and 
this causes confusion, has numerous composition 
and grammar problems, no sources are given for 
the information presented. 

4 Fourth Part. Nutritional recovery. No sources are given for the information 
presented. 

5 Fifth Part. Cultural traditions. The project is not supported, no sources are given 
for the information presented. 

ANNEX N. 
No table of contents exists for the Annex, so we don’t know what it contains. The Annex is clear, precise, 
and offers several remediation options. 

ÍTEM FINDINGS COMMENTS 
1 Pg. 1. Number 1.1. The expert mentions 917 

hidden pits. 
The number is wrong; there are 916 pits. 

2 Pg. 4. Number 2.1. First paragraph. The pits 
annex is mentioned 

I’m not sure if it corresponds to Annex H. 

ANNEX O. 
No table of contents exists for the Annex, so we don’t know what it contains. The annex doesn’t present 
the support of maps and the way in which it reached the conclusion about the deforested areas, nor the 
reason for the use of the agro-forest compensation. 

ÍTEM FINDINGS COMMENTS 
1 Pg. 4. Table 1. Amount of losses of tropical 

forest at wells and stations. 
The second column shows the losses in Hectares 
for 1990? I think this is wrong; it would be 
between 1967 - 1990. 

2 Pg. 5. First paragraph. He wrote 967 - 1990 Should be 1967 - 1990 

ANNEX P. 
No table of contents exists for the Annex, so we don’t know what it contains. It seems to me that the 
Health program should present a framework that is more in line with strengthening the mentioned 
institutions; on the contrary, it involves a series of educational aspects and the hiring of expensive 
personnel in addition 
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to the purchase of vehicles for that support personnel and another series of expenses which have nothing 
to do with strengthening. 

ÍTEM FINDINGS COMMENTS 
1 Pg. 8. Paragraphs 1, 2 and 3. Some maps 

are mentioned. 
These do not exist in the report. 

ANNEX Q. 
No table of contents exists for the Annex, so we don’t know what it contains. The annex is very well 
documented. 

ANNEX R. 
No table of contents exists for the Annex, so we don’t know what it contains. 

ÍTEM FINDINGS COMMENTS 
1 Pg. 4. A map of the fields operated by 

Texaco is presented. 
The map is from the FDA. 

2 Pg. 8. Number 3. Paragraphs 3 and 4. 
Tables 3 and 4 are mentioned. 

These are not presented as tables but as Graphs. 
This creates confusion for the reader. 

3 Pg. 14. Selvaviva map. 
4 Pg. 20. Last Paragraph. Speaks about Table 

5.
Doesn’t exist; it is Graph 5. 

ANNEX S. 
No table of contents exists for the Annex, so we don’t know what it contains. The annex is well supported. 

ÍTEM FINDINGS COMMENTS 
1 Pg. 1. Number 1. First paragraph. The 

expert indicates the petroleum production 
until the year 1995. 

It should be until the year 1990 and/or 1992. 

ANNEX T. 
No table of contents exists for the Annex, so we don’t know what it contains. The approximations made in 
this document differ from those supported in the document; therefore the amounts shown wouldn’t be 
real. In addition, two Amazon Watch documents are annexed. 

ÍTEM FINDINGS COMMENTS 
1 Pg. 4. Number 3.1.2. The expert talks about 

917 hidden pits. 
The correct number is 916 hidden pits. 

2 Pg. 4. Number 3.1.2. First Paragraph. The 
expert mentions 345 Texaco wells. 

The correct number is 356 wells drilled by Texaco.

ANNEX U. 
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ÍTEM FINDINGS COMMENTS 
1 RAP WORK RECORDS The list of Records does not 

coincide with the attached 
documents. 

REPORT TO CONGRESS AND INTERNAL 
AUDIT 
PRODUCTION GRAPHS Texaco 
PHYSICO-CHEMICAL ANALYSIS Bad composition and 

grammatical errors. 
INTERNAL COMPLAINT There is no list of documents 
COMPLAINTS ABOUT REMEDIATION There is no list of documents 
PRESS REPORTS There is no list of documents 
OFFICIAL DOCUMENTS WHICH SUPPORT 
RECORDS 

There is no list of documents 

SPILLS There is no list of documents 
FIRE INCIDENTS There is no list of documents 
HUAORANIS CULTURES There is no list of documents 
INDIVIDUAL’S COMPLAINTS There is no list of documents 
OVERPRODUCTION There is no list of documents 
PIT INVENTORY DNH There is no list of documents 
CHROMIUM IN DRILLING MUDS There is no list of documents 
RAP DOCUMENTS There is no list of documents 
CORROSION There is no list of documents 
HBT-AGRA It is two copies of two different 

documents. 
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